Parliamentary Government in England
the Labour Party is in opposition; it is quite a different
thing to respect it when it has the right to function as
the Government of the country. The one entails no dis-
turbance in the wonted order of things; the other entails
—it has no point unless it does entail—a fundamental
disturbance. The Labour Party's philosophy assumes
that this difference is unimportant. It assumes that "fair
play/' the "rules of the game," and the rest, will come
naturally to men who made revolution and civil war to
win the power they now enjoy. It assumes that concepts
like justice and right transcend the limitations of the
society in which they are applied; that men can agree
about their meaning even when, to use Bagehot's phrase,
they have ceased to talk the same language. Anyone who
knows the history of our empire, the long list, for example,
of deliberately broken pledges about land-settlement in
East Africa, or the massive legislation used in India to
repress even nascent trade unionism and the Congress
movement, will realize that men who think their privi-
leges at bay will fight to defend them. The Labour Party
can realize that the use of Parliament to deprive Roman
Catholics of the right freely to exercise their religion
would be met with conflict, and that even though Par-
liament had a majority of the electors behind it. But it
cannot bring itself to believe that this decision could be
made by men to whom the religion of property is a faith
so intense that it has moved, is, indeed, moving them '
all over the world, to bend every form of social institution
to its service.
From one angle, indeed, this is the safeguard of the
existing order of things. The Labour Party, like the trade
unions, has grown up within its framework. Its power
is so great that it tends by the very possibilities its trans-
formation calls into being to permeate them with its own
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